In the previous exploring experiments1- 5 Composition of standard chick starter and of standard broiler finisher diets was presented in the previous paper7,8). Ten percent of yellow corn in these standard diets, both of which contained 2.84kcal metabolizable energy per g of diet, was replaced with 10% of cellulose, or of a mixture of 7% of soybean oil and 3% of cellulose, to prepare low and high energy standard diets of 2.49 and 3.14kcal/g, respectively.
These diets were designated as D-2.84, D-2.49 and D-3.14, respectively.
Ten percent of yellow corn in the standard chick starter and broiler finisher diets was replaced with a mixture of 5% of the sample and 5% of cellulose, or with 10% of the sample to prepare the test diets. Each of the the diets was designated with abbreviated sign of the sample and its dietary level. For example, diet PL-5 contained 5% of 1, 2-propanediol di-laurate.
The sign of each of the samples were shown in the foot-notes of Tables 1 and 2 .
The standard and test chick starter diets were given to the chicks for initial 4 Feed efficiencies of the chicks on PL-5 in Expts. 909 and 910 were just between those on D-2.84 and D-3.14.
Since feed efficiency is body weight gain per unit of feed taken, the findings indicated that 1, 2-propanediol di-laurate taken by the chicks was utilized well as an energy source. However, growth rate of the chicks on 1, 2-propanediol dilaurate was lower than that on D-2.84 and was between those on D-2.49 and D-2.84.
The lower growth rate than expected from caloric value was certainly due to significantly lower feed intake than those of the chicks on the standard diets. Table 3 .
Again, 1, 2-propanedio di-laurate significantly depressed feed intake. As shown in Table 3 , the intersection contrast and the blanks contrast were both significant statistically, suggesting that feed efficiency of the chicks was not parallel with dietary 1, 2-pro- panediol di-laurate. Therefore, available energy of 1, 2-propanediol di-laurate was not estimated from the data shown in Table 2 by slope ratio assay procedure.
Actually no difference was observed between feed intake of the chicks fed BG-5 diet and standard diets, though feed intake on BG-10 significantly lower than those on the standard diets.
The depressed feed intake reflected on the slower growth rate on BG-10 than that expected from the caloric value of the diet. Can feed efficiency, i. e. growth rate on unit feed, was parallel with dietary level of 1, 3-butanediol.
If gross energy in 1, 3-butanediol was utilized completely by the chicks, dietary energy level of BG-5 should be between D-2.49 and D-2.84 and that of BG-10 should be between D-2.84 and D-3.14.
Averaged body weight gains and feed efficiencies of both sexes on BG-5 and BG-10 were just exactly so, as shown in Table 2 . The findings revealed that 1, 3-butanediol could be utilized well by the chicks as an energy source.
As shown in Table 3 , both of the intersection contrast and the blanks contrast on 1, 3-butanediol were not significant statistically. The findings indicated that the data could be analyzed by 5-point slope ratio assay. Available energy and its 95% confidence interval of 1, 3-butanediol were 6.3kcal/g sample and from 7.3 to 5.3kcal/g. 
Discussion
From the data on growth response of the chicks, available energy estimated biologically, and metabolizable energy and true digestibility estimated by chemical analyses, it is confirmed that 1, 2-propanediol di-laurate are absorbed by the chicks nearly completely and utilized well as an energy source. It is also revealed that the sample was well utilized by calves10) and rats (unpublished). Therefore, 1, 2-propanediol di-laurate can be said to be one of the hopeful chemicals as energy sources for poultry and domestic animals. However, 1, 2-propenediol di-laurate depresses the appetite even at the dietary level of 5%. The combined feeding of esters of 1, 2-propanediol with lauric acid and with other fatty acids should by studied carefully, since the esters of fatty acids with carbon chain length from 5 to 12 was suspected to be highly available by mini-tests4).
Although BOWEN and WALDROUP14) and WALDROUP and BOWEN15) reported on crooked toe of the chicks fed 1, 2-propanediol, which was also observed on lactose feeding, no difference on the leg abnormality was observed among the experimental diets as shown in 
